MINUTES - FACULTY SENATE MEETING OF MARCH 2, 1983
The meeting was called to order at 3:05 p.m. by Chairman Robert B. Patterson.
I.

Approval of Minutes.

PROFESSOR LYNN SMITH-LOVIN, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY, requested that the Record
of Attendance for the February 2, 1983 meeting reflect that she was in attendance. The
Minutes were approved as distributed.
II.

Reports of Officers.

PRESIDENT HOLDERMAN addressed the Senate as follows:
President
Speaks on
the Budget

I have asked the Secretary of the Senate, Mr. President,
to see that a letter is distributed to all members of the
Senate and guests here today,a letter directed to all agency
heads in the State of South Carolina from the State Auditor
of South Carolina. It is not exactly what I would call more
good news, but I will let you read it at this moment. This
was received last Friday. For your information 3% of our
present revised appropriations is 2.96 million dollars. I
will come back to the options which appear to be ours with
respect to this particular directive a little later in my
comments to you but I want, after you have had a chance to
look at that, to attempt with me to put the current deliberations of the University both at the administrative and at
the faculty committee level in perspective.
Let me assure you at the outset of something that I
really don't think needs to be ~aid but should be I guess
for the record, and that is nobody is having fun at this
particular point in time. I am constantly reminding myself
of two roles which the president or the leader of any organization must maintain and those of you who are responsible
for specific areas or units within the University will understand the two roles which you must also play. One is to
constantly articulate a position which will maintain the
momentum of an institution, keep the morale up, if you will,
and the second at this point in time is to manage it within
the resources available to us; cut the budget if you will.
Those are frequently mutually exclusive goals. They are not
easy and as I have said, they are often contradictory; but
it has been and will continue to be our objective and plan
of action to involve the appropriate corrrnittees of this body
and of the faculty generally in our deliberations. We do
not expect to make everybody happy. So far we have been
able to achieve that. And we are not surprised or startled
or even offended when specific departments or areas that
are touched organize their constituency to let us hear about
it. That is not inappropriate or misunderstood. I think
styles sometimes vary but the general principle is not
offensive and it is very much expected.
There is one myth which I would like to lay to rest
today (and I thank the Chair's indulgence in allowing me
to use this period in the Senate meeting to do so) a myth,
I believe because a dean with whom I met during the past
ten days indicated to me and I believe it was a general
attitude about the entire administration and not just the
President but I took it personally, that I do not understand
the implications when a department or a college is adversely
affected in budgetary crisis. I responded personally on
that occasion in that indeed I do understand perhaps not
with the intimate concern that a department head or a dean
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might have for specific individuals affected but I understand perhaps as well if not better than anybody else what
these moments of crisis do to an institution like this. I
understand because for a variety of reasons and for a period
almost to reach six years my life has been this institution.
I do not foresee any change in that in the foreseeable future.
Therefore, I care and I know I speak for other senior administrators when I say they care about what is happening to this
place in these times. You may be assured that no decision
that we have taken or recommendation that we are formulating
has been done so lightly.
The policy objectives that we are attempting to achieve
have been outlined and adopted and approved by a variety of
faculty committees, in Carolina Plan II, and the Southern
Association Self-Study. We are in a critical financial period.
Our efforts then are to shape the University with the faculty's
input to fit the available resources as appropriated by the
Legislature and made available to us through private fund
activity. The recent announcement of the new Engineering
Center is a commitment by this institution, its faculty, and
its administration not to stand still because frankly to stand
still in this day and age is to step backward in a major way.
We are facing at the moment a $10 million plus shortfall
for next year. If no tax relief is granted in this session of
the Legislature we will also face in this fiscal year the implementation of the letter which is now in your hand. There are
several choices available to us, none of them very attractive.
One of them is an emergency student surcharge of $175 to be
paid by the end of this academic unit. I don't believe we
will recommend that. Another, because of the fact that we are
moving as an institution and our budget is being daily expended
and we have very little time left in the fiscal year, is to turn
toward the possibility of furlough, and furloughs are not what
you think they are. They are literally leaves without pay.
There is no legislation on the statutes of the State of South
Carolina at this point in time which would allow us to implement
a policy of furloughs. Such legislation as Mr. Vaughn's letter
suggests is being drafted and prepared for presentation to the
Legislature in the event that no tax relief is forthcoming. If
we were to implement a furlough even the maximum of five days as
described in Mr. Vaughn's letter will not give us $2.9 million
and we will have to find other ways to achieve that kind of
savings including the revenue from a freeze on the filling of
any or all vacancies for the remainder of this calendar or
academic year and into the next one. Such a freeze is already
in fact in place because it takes considerable and extraordinary
circumstances to be relieved from it to fill a vacancy now either
classified or non-classified.
Therefore, ladies and gentlemen, we are working to the best
of our ability under very difficult circumstances to meet the
objectives and the constraints of a substantial reduction between
the budget and our expected revenues for 83-84 with the possibility
of problems in 82-83. I will work with the Provost as we both
work with your committees in keeping them as well informed as we
can of the various options and alternatives available to us. I
would be open to any questions that any of you may have at this
period in time.
PROFESSOR LYNN SMITH-LOVIN, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY, inquired as to how a
furlough would be implemented for academic personnel. PRESIDENT HOLDERMAN answered as
follows:
President
Addresses
Possible
Furlough

There are a number of ways that it can be approached and
those will be discussed with the Steering Committee. One is
to use the spring break as a furlough time, a break for which
you would not be paid. Another is to implement a five day
additional closing either near or about spring break time.
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This, of course, assumes that legislation will be passed which
is not necessarily a safe assumption. There is always the
possibility of sometime in April or May dropping in a five
day closing time. We would attempt to work with the faculty
as best we can. You can calculate for a furlough at this
institution per day we would generate about $430,000. Now
as you all know there are some units of the institution that
cannot be closed down, for example, the research facilities.
What it is really saying to us is that we are taking a five
day reduction in salary. It is not something that is very
appealing and since I am the only one in the University who
did not get the 2% increase I find myself even less excited
about it than the rest of you, but we will look at it and
consider all options. I can answer your question very simply
- it is not done easily.
PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, congratulated the
President for the following: the Swearingen grant for the new Engineering building;
what he described as the SCE &G land donation gift to the University; and the President's
"fervent cheerleading" at basketball games. PROFESSOR MOORE'S question of the President
was whether or not President Holderman had "managed to locate some rich, very sick, donor
to bail us out for about $10,000,000 next year". The PRESIDENT responded that he had not
been able to find such a donor and also corrected the record to reflect the University is
still in the process of working with the South Carolina Electric and Gas Company on the
matter of making its land available to the University and therefore the matter remains
to be settled. However, the President reported that he believed it would be concluded
in the best interests of the University. Once this becomes a reality, he added the
Engineering Center would make it possible to provide additional space for the "Math and
Science people" in the current Sumwalt Engineering Building.
This concluded the President's remarks and there were no further questions.
III.
A.

Reports of Committees.

Faculty Senate Steering Committee.

The SECRETARY informed the Senate of the names of those faculty who had been
both nominated and appointed by the Faculty Senate Steering Corrmittee for faculty committee
positions. These nominations and additional nominations from the floor were as follows:
Elected
Faculty
Corrmittee
Nominations

ADMISSIONS COMMITTEE
Eleanor DelPo, College of Nursing
Roger Sawyer, Department of Biology
ATHLETIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Carol Flake-Hobson, College of Education
CURRICULA AND COURSES COMMITTEE
Ina Rae Hark, Department of English
Susie Van Huss, College of Business Administration
Professor Henry Price, College of Journalism, placed in nomination the name
of Professor Ralph Morgan, College of Journalism.
FACULTY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
William McAninch, School of Law
William Nolte, Department of English
Professor Josephine Martin, College of Education, placed in nomination the
name of Professor Jud ith Joyner, College of Education.
FACULTY HOUSE BOARD OF GOVERNORS
John Herin, College of Business Administration
Charles Tucker, Department of Sociology
Professor Hal French, Department of Religious Studies, placed in nomination
the name of Professor Donald Jones, Department of Religious Studies.
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FACULTY WELFARE COMMITTEE
James Caulfield, School of Medicine
Michael Ferri, College of Business Administration
Professor Henry Price, College of Journalism, placed in nomination the name
of Professor Perry Ashley, College of Journalism.
GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE
Robert Carlsson, College of Business Administration
Truman Teed, Department of Art
HONORARY DEGREES COMMITTEE
Thomas Connelly, Department of History
George Haimbaugh, School of Law
PATENT AND COPYRIGHT COMMITTEE
Patrick Scott, Department of English
Homer Walton, University Libraries
SCHOLASTIC STANDARDS AND PETITIONS COMMITTEE
Patricia Mason, Department of Foreign Languages
Alan Sear, School of Publ~c Health
Professor Henry Price, College of Journalism, placed in nomination the name
of Professor Dennis Jones, College of Journalism.
SCHOLASTIC STANDARDS AND PETITIONS COMMITTEE FOR UNDECLARED MAJORS
Gerda Jordan, Department of Foreign Languages
John Winberry, Department of Geography
STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
Steven Dillingham, College of Criminal Justice
Sandra Oliver, College of Nursing
FACULTY-STUDENT RELATIONS COMMITTEE
Foster Tait, Department of Philosophy
The SECRETARY also announced the following appointments to faculty committees
made by the Faculty Senate Steering Committee:
Appointments
to
Faculty
Committees

ACADEMIC FORWARD PLANNING COMMITTEE
Myles Friedman, College of Education
Oliver Wood, College of Business Administration
BOOKSTORE COMMITTEE
Anthony Huang, Department of Biology
Marilynn Koerber, College of Nursing
GRADE CHANGE COMMITTEE
Wolfgang Elfe, Department of Foreign Languages
HEALTH PROFESSIONS UNDERGRADUATE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
James Buggy, School of Medicine
Michael Dickson, College of Pharmacy
Robert Janiskee, Department of Geography
Nawin Mishra, Department of Biology
JUDICIAL BOARD
Edward Cox, Department of History
Kathleen Reilly, College of Pharmacy
JUDICIAL APPEALS BOARD
Marilyn Kameen, College of Education
Blease Graham, Department of Government and International Studies
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B.

Grade Change Committee, Professor Patricia Mason, Chair:

PROFESSOR MASON reported that of the 145 grade changes recommended by the
Committee, 41% were due to recording error on the part of the instructor, and 46%were due
to computational errors. These grades for which changes have been requested, she reported,
constitute approximately .13% of the grades processed by the Registrar's Office in the
past four semesters. The report was approved as submitted.
C.

Curricula and Courses Committee, Professor Peter Sederberg, Chair:

PROFESSOR SEDERBERG withdrew Section I-A and explained that the College of
Journalism has requested the Department of Art for coordination of these specific proposals.
PROFESSOR SEDERBERG stated that he hoped that this would be accomplished so that this
proposal can be presented at the next Senate meeting.
Section I-B,an experimental course,was for the information of the Senate only.
PROFESSOR SEDERBERG made the following corrections to II, proposal for change in curriculum
in the College of Nursing, page A-11, proposed wording, paragraph l, lines 4 and 5 should
read Pharmacy 229 instead of Pharmacology 229; and page A-11, proposed wording, paragraph
4, semi-colon after The Growing Family.
Debate
on
Nursing
Proposal

PROFESSOR PATRICK SCOTT, DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH, inquired of Professor Sederberg
as to whether or not he was going to propose an amendment under proposed wording, page A-12,
"Sophomore Year, English 287 . . . " PROFESSOR SEDERBERG explained that he had raised this
matter with the College of Nursing but they preferred to keep the proposal as is "and not
prevent the range of alternatives and draw attention to the fact that they do have an
asterisk there that says that another course may be selected by the faculty advisor and
they feel that this degree of flexibility is sufficient at this time". PROFESSOR SCOTT
explained that his college was unhappy with this proposal and expressed his belief that it
would have been much easier if the information regarding such proposed changes that would
affect his department had been received prior to two days before the Senate meeting.
PROFESSOR SEDERBERG explained that the proposed change does not affect the department
because it is not a change from the present wording. Therefore, PROFESSOR SEDERBERG maintained Professor Scott was "addressing a pre-existing problem not a problem that is
generated by this proposal". PROFESSOR SEDERBERG also took this opportunity to comment
on a concern expressed to the committee regarding the possible dilution of the liberal
arts requirement in this Nursing degree . PROFESSOR SEDERBERG assured the Senate that this
had been a concern of the committee and a matter of discussion and that the committee had
accepted the justification offered by the College of Nursing that their proposed curriculum
would bring the total number of hours in the liberal arts in line with other baccalaureate
programs. PROFESSOR SEDERBERG concluded "however, once again this raises the question
that I understand the Provost is concerned about investigating, just exactly what does
constitute a liberal arts core which should be common to the professional school at this
University?"
PROFESSOR HENRY PRICE, COLLEGE OF JOURNALISM, called Professor Sederberg's
attention to the wording on page A-9, under proposed wording, Upper Division, line 8, and
suggested the insertion of the phrase "or better" so that the phrase in that line would
read "C ' s or better in all science courses". PROFESSOR SEDERBERG accepted this as an
amendment. PROFESSOR PRICE also suggested the fourth line from the bottom of that same
paragraph be amended for the purpose of eliminating redundancy. He amended the phrase
"for their first clinical course in Nursing (Nursing 300)1'to read "for Nursing 300".
Both amendments were accepted by Professor Sederberg. PROFESSOR WILLIAM TROTTER, DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS AND STATISTICS, raised a question about the proposed wording, page A-12,
"*Mathematics 121." He inquired "Does that mean the lower mathematics courses or higher
mathematics courses?" i.e . because the asterisk specified that "Another course may be
selected with faculty advisor". PROFESSOR JANET NUSSBAUM, COLLEGE OF NURSING, explained
that they did not want to limit this requirement to one course and it was their intention
that "they will eventually be able to include some computer courses and those students who
have had previous mathematics courses can pursue additional coursework". PROFESSOR TROTTER
explained Math 121 is the minimal competency requirement and that his department did not
really need additional students.
PROFESSOR PATRICK SCOTT, DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH, inquired as to the College of
Nursing ' s rationale for the choice of an American literature course as a requirement and
he received a response from PROFESSOR JANET NUSSBAUM, COLLEGE OF NURSING, that her college
was attempting to maintain consistency with its previous curriculum. PROFESSOR SCOTT'S
conclusion that the College of Nursing therefore had "no particular desire to make your
students take American literature" was affirmed by Professor Nussbaum . Therefore,
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PROFESSOR SCOTT moved to amend that on page A-12 under proposed wording, Sophomore year,
line "English 287 or History 101-110" read "One course from English 282-290 or History 101110". The motion was seconded b~ PROFESSOR DONALD WEATHERBEE, DEPARTMENT OF GOVERNMENT
AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES. In discussion of this motion, PROFESSOR WILLIAM ECCLES, COLLEGE
OF ENGINEERING, commented that it disturbed him that the Senate "might undertake to modify
a college's curriculum". PROFESSOR DAVID HILL, DEPARTMENT OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES, commented
that "it seems that Nursing doesn't care and English does". PROFESSOR DONALD WEATHERBEE,
GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, in response to Professor Eccles' comment stated that
he believed it was the Senate's duty to discuss the proposed curriculum in a serious manner
since that curriculum had been presented to the Senate for approval and suggestion. The
CHAIR called for the question on the amendment and the amendment was approved.
PROFESSOR ALICE KASAKOFF, DEPARTMENT OF ANTHROPOLOGY, sought further clarification
to why on page A-12 the present wording of "Sociology 101 or Anthropology 102" was changed
to read simply "Sociology 101". PROFESSOR NUSSBAUM explained that this matter had been
previously discussed with Professor Kasakoff and that it was the intent of the College of
Nursing to leave room in its upper division courses for liberal arts electives, i.e., which
would permit students to take Anthropology courses.

Nursing
Proposal
Approved
as
Amended

PROFESSOR DONALD WEATHERBEE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, made reference
to page A-12, proposed wording, "*Mathematics 121 11 and noted that the asterisk now reads
"*Another course may be selected with the faculty advisor". PROFESSOR WEATHERBEE pointed
out that the asterisk does not say "Another math and statistics course . . . " and raised the
question whether or not it would be appropriate to have instead "a little bit more restrictive wording"? There was subsequent discussion of the intent of the asterisk and PROFESSOR
WEATHERBEE moved that the proposed wording for the asterisk "Another course may be selected
with faculty advisor should read "Other math courses may be selected with faculty advisor".
After subsequent discussion of this motion, PROFESSOR WEATHERBEE withdrew his motion, as
did the seconder. Then PROFESSOR WEATHERBEE moved a new amendment to read "*Another course
selected from mathematics, computer science, or statistics may be selected with faculty
advisor". This was duly seconded by PROFESSOR DAVID HUSBAND, DEPARTMENT OF BIOLOGY .
.PROFESSOR JAMES BUGGY, SCHOOL OF MEDICINE, spoke against the amendment and pointed out the
lack of clarity with respect to what the asterisk referred; he stated his preference to
maintain some freedom in the curriculum so that students may select courses upon consultation
with their advisor. The CHAIR called for the question on the amendment. The amendment was
approved b~ a 37-33 vote. PROFESSOR COLIN BENNETT, DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS AND STATISTICS ,
informed t e Senate that Mathematics 121 ". . . . is the lowest we've got . . . it's college
algebra . . . it's really high school algebra and I think it is a backward step for any
program at the University to allow their students to graduate without college algebra .
The CHAIR then called the uestion on the main motion (i.e. the approval of the entire
Co ege o Nursing proposa which the Senate approved.
C.

Faculty Advisory Committee, Professor Robert Felix, Chair:

PROFESSOR FELIX referred the Senate to attachment 3, page A-13, which provided
an interpretation of University academic regulations as sought by the Office of the Registrar regarding whether the regulations were precise enough for suspended students who took
summer school. Therefore, the Faculty Advisory Committee supplied an interpretation (as
called for in the text) that "it is understood that all students suspended at the end of
the spring semester will be reviewed at the end of surrmer terms".
D.
New
Attendance
Proposal
Referred
to
Scholastic
Standards
Committee

Faculty-Student Relations Committee.

The CHAIR informed the Senate that he had received no notice about which member
of this committee was to make a presentation. With the Senate's consent, the CHAIR
recognized Mr. Ashley Abel, President of Student Government. Prior to giving the floor
to Mr . Abel, the Chair pointed out that the Faculty Manual, page 19, states that the
function of the Student-Faculty Relations Committee is "to make recommendations to the
appropriate action agency". Therefore the CHAIR informed the Senate that it was his
intention to refer the report of the Student-Faculty Relations Committee to the Committee
on Academic Standards and Petitions with a call for that committee to make a re art to
t e enate y May.
MR. ABEL made reference to a document that had been distributed and undertook a
comparison between the current attendance policy and the proposed attendance policy. He
explained that the Senate adopted a new policy before he took office and that new policy
had raised the attendance requirements from 75 to 90% of the classes. He pointed out
that the proposed attendance policy "does not attack the 90% attendance requirement" and
that instead it "differentiates between excused and unexcused absences which is not done
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in the current policy". He also pointed out an error in the document's description of
the current attendance policy: paragraph 2, line 2, " . . . whether excused is excessive
. . . " should read "whether excused or unexcused is excessive". Mr. Abel went on to
compare the current versus the proposed attendance policy on a paragraph by paragraph
basis. In the proposed attendance policy, there is a change in that the 10% would apply
to unexcused absences only and the third paragraph goes on to define what constitutes
excused absences. He pointed out that another change was to specify that "the instructor's
attendance policy must be included in the course syllabus which shall be provided to each
student during the first week of class". (See paragraph 5).
PROFESSOR TREVOR HOWARD-HILL, Chairman, Committee on Scholastic Standards and
Petitions, informed the Senate that the document which had been distributed to them containing a description of the "current attendance policy" is not the current attendance
policy. Therefore, he informed the Senate that his committee will be forced to disregard
the description of the current attendance policy in this distributed document. The CHAIR
informed the Senate that such matters could be handled in the report of the committee.
He called for reports of any other committees.
IV.

There were no further reports.

Report of Secretary.
No report.

V.

Unfinished Business.
None.

VI.
Senator
Moore
Requests
Reevaluation
of
Attendance
Policy

New Business.

PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, suggested that the
Committeeon Scholastic Standards and Petitions "give careful attention to the report that
has been made to them and hopefully re-examine the operation of the attendance policy that
has been in effect this particular year". PROFESSOR MOORE stressed that what he was
suggesting was indeed a reevaluation of the current policy compared to the previous policy.
PROFESSOR TREVOR HOWARD-HILL, Chairman of Scholastic Standards and Petitions Committee,
responded that his committee would consider very carefully any report presented to it and
added that he doubted that it would be possible for the committee to make an evaluation
of the current policy "because the semester has not yet expired and will not be expired
at the May meeting to which we are directed to report back to the Senate".
PROFESSOR THOMAS SMITH, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY, submitted the following motion
and remarks for the consideration of the Senate (text provided by Professor Smith to the
Sec re ta ry) :

Proposal
for

"Summer
Leave"
as
Alterna ti ve
to
Sabbatical

Moved that the Senate ask an appropriate faculty committee
and the University Administration to study the feasibility of
instituting a "summer leave" optional alternative to the usual
sabbatical leave. A faculty member eligible for a sabbatical
could choose this new option instead. If his request were
approved, he would be paid to study, without teaching, for one
term of summer school; and he would not be eligible for another
sabbatical for two years. This arrangement would be entirely
optional as an alternative to the traditional sabbatical.
This option would have the effect of transferring some of
the non-teaching leave time from the academic year where teaching
is more in demand, to the summer, where teaching is less in demand.
With respect to finances, we could consider as an example a
faculty member who had full leave time over a 14-year period .
Under the present arrangement, the University would pay him
100 percent of nine-month salary during the 14 years for his
two one-semester sabbaticals. If the faculty member used the
proposed option, the University would pay 105 percent of ninemonth salary (seven times 15 percent) for seven surrmer leaves.
This is slightly more, but considering that payments would
spread more evenly over the period (less concentrated at the
end) and that salaries go up over time, the University might
actually come out ahead.
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As for the faculty, I think many faculty members might
prefer the option. Those with children in school would
especially find it easier to study away from home in the
summer than during the school year.
Proposal
Referred
to
Two
Committees

The CHAIR informed the Senate that he would submit this proposal to an appropriate committee, which in his view, was the Faculty Advisory Committee. This was agreeable to Senator Smith. PROFESSOR ROBERT FELIX, Chairman, Faculty Advisory Committee,
suggested as an alternative the matter be referred to the Faculty Welfare Committee. The
CHAIR responded that he would be happy to submit the question to more than one committee.
VII.

Good of the Order.

PROFESSOR EUGENE CREDIFORD, DEPARTMENT OF MEDIA ARTS, rose to address the Senate
and requested the Chair if he would yield the podium to him; the request was granted by the
Chair.
Remarks by
Professor
Crediford of
Department of
Media Arts

PROFESSOR CREDIFORD addressed the Senate as follows:
My name is Gene Crediford and I am of Media Arts of late
and you will have to excuse - I have a certain sense of anger
and nervousness combined and when I get that way I usually
choke up in the throat and get nervous and walk around, even
lose my temper, so please indulge me. There's something that
I want to say. First of all, I want to read a statement that
came out this afternoon. It was addressed to all Media Arts
Majors:
The past several days have been extremely difficult and trying for each of you. I am sorry that
you have had to undergo so much stress and anxiety
about your studies at the University of South
Carolina. As you are well aware the financial
situation in which the University finds itself
necessitated that notice of non-reappointment
be given to four Media Arts faculty members who
are in the first year of their probationary appointment. This action does not mean that the Department of Media Arts and its degree program will end
at the end of May 15 nor that those of you who have
not completed requirements for your degree by the
end of the spring semester of this year will be
unable to receive your degrees or the faculty
members who received a letter of non-reappointment
will not be at USC during 1983-84. The Department
of Media Arts will continue during 1983-84!
There's more . I won't bother you with reading it .
Chester W. Bain, the Dean.

It is signed by

So I want to say first of all that I did not bring the
media with me even though I want to say that what the President of this University said today is, I don't think, I
really get the feeling folks that you don't understand what
has happened. I do because I got it - I got it yesterday
morning. I know what it means . It's more serious than you
realize. Let's just do some basic mathematics - just simple
mathematics. The Department of Media Arts has a rough budget
of around $300,000 to $400,000 a year. If we are to raise
$10,000,000, do you realize you are going to have to find 30
departments that size? Okay let's not talk about departments.
Let's talk about souls - 180 souls like mine have to go to raise
that kind of money. You sit here and you giggle and you laugh.
You have mo re types of humor. Great . The r e' s goi ng to be *
flying if you don't find some money . And the point is, and-this
is my scenario on what has happened, that higher up than what is
here now came orders: we want some bodies hanging from trees!

* Indicates expletive deleted .
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You're not going to get your $10,000,000 until you show
some blood and that is what you are seeing. That little
department there that is in nowheres land and it's got one
foot in technology and one foot in humanities and art.
* it can go. It doesn't have any power - it doesn't have
any tenured faculty. It's got seven souls - one of whom
have tenure and the other*, they don't mean anything. They
can be strung out and hung-- their scalps hung for the public
to say "* USC is really biting that bullet that Gerry Ford
talked aoout ten years ago."
Personally, I have bitten enough bullets . It has been
happening too much to me personally. If they took a little
slice of my liver they'd find a hell of a lot of lead in it
and I don't think I am going to be the only one to have to
pay for this. Part of the problem is that we lost our sensibility about how to deal with this. We say let's cut off a
toe here, a finger here . It hurt * it hurt. But the body
will remain intact. How many toes-and how many fingers and
how many hands have to go before the body no longer can exist?
Now I am a photographer and photographers don't enjoy
maybe the best public image . . . . . . Now I had this big
plan of coming out here and saying things that would convey
to you that I also am educated and that I respect the humanities. I am an artist and a photographer . I have great
feeling for technology but it has its limits . . . . . . . .
. . . We have in our culture such a great * sense of technology
that it 's going to save us all. Let's put all our money in
technology. Technology by itself produces hollow people. At
the other extreme is that person who bel i eves in a gushy feeling
of humanitarianism. I am a humanist. I am beyond the needs
of technology. I mean you know they are a facist group. I
detest both. Okay I am going to end this with something that
- it has been a long time since I have read - back when I was
an undergraduate T.S. Elliott was one of my favorites:
We are the hollow men, we are the stuffed men
leaning together, headpiece filled with straw.
Alas our dried voices when we whisper together
are quiet and meaningless as wind in dried grass
or rats feed over broken glass i n our dry cellar.
Shape without form shade without color , paralyzed
force, gesture without motion.
Those who have crossed wi th dire ct eye to death's
other kingdom remember us if at all not as lost
violent souls but only as the hollow men, the
stuffed men .

As long as you faculty play your faculty games and do not
unite you are subject to what has happened to me and my colleagues
one by one. That's all I have to say.
The CHAIR inquired as to whether or not there were any other remarks for the
Good of the Oraer:- PROFESSOR THOMAS SMITH, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY, inquired as to the
outcome of the proposal adopted by the Senate one year ago to eliminate the requirement
for advanced reporting of final grades of degree candidates . As clarified by Professor
Smith, it was he who introduced this proposal . PROFESSOR WILLIAM ECCLES, COLLEGE OF
ENGINEERING, responded that "I just asked the Registrar about it this afternoon and the
answer which he gave was that it is fully implemented . . . a11 grades a re due on the
13th of May . . . " .

*Indicates expletive deleted .
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The CHAIR recognized PROFESSOR DONALD ~JEAIHE8BEE. 9,EPARThffNT OF GOVERNMFNT AND
INTERNATIONAL SfODTES, who told the Senate that he believed "that we would be very derelict
if we simply passively ignored the statement that was made with great meaning (i.e.
referring to the subject of Media Arts) and in that respect I would inquire whether one
of the senior officers of this University . . . would care to say something
" The
CHAIR recognized the President who responded as follows:
President
Responds
to Question
on Media
Arts
Statement

Question
on
Across
the Roard
Cuts and
President's
Response

The question of termination of first year appointments
has been around as a process at the University of South Caro1ina, I am told, for a good number of years. It probably has
not received as much attention as a process as it has the last
few days. What happened yesterday with respect to the appointment or non-reappointment of individuals in their first year
was not extraordinary. What has been extraordinary is the
attention paid to that particular process and its implementation
because of the budgetary situation. The decision with respect
to the future of Media Arts will be made by the Board of Trustees
and only by the Board of Trustees. That decision will probably
come at its regular meeting come April the 13th - I believe
that's when they meet. Because we face the possibility of
further budgetary constraints and are moving as effectively
and as cautiously as we can to avoid violating contractual
agreements at the end of this academic year, we felt it best,
and there were substantial discussions between the Dean and
the Department Head to advise him of the move in this direction.
That is what has taken place. I am sure that the Provost can
elaborate more fully on it but it has been treated rather fully
and sometimes accurately in the media. The Dean's letter explains
it in detail.
PROFESSOR MOORE inquired of the President as to whether or not the University
in its addressing of next year's fiscal problems "may be approaching the point where at
least the policy of across the board type versus selected target cuts might resurrect its
head . . . ". PROFESSOR MOORE added that from his "particular viewpoint over the past
10 or 15 years I can't help but feel that there is still a considerable amount of fat
laying around including mine perhaps in various programs of the University . . . it might
be at least subject to some judicial cutting". The PRESIDENT responded to the matter
of advisability of across the board cuts as follows:
With respect to the across the board reduction, that is
always a possibility Ray. We always look at that as an option.
For us to implement an across the board reduction in the magnitude
that would be required would substantially weaken if not abolish
some areas of operation and it would curtail other services of
the institution beyond their capacity to provide a continuing
response. We have made a conscious determination, and I hope
history will bear out our wisdom, in selecting this alternative
that it is better not to weaken everybody but to try to be
selective in what it is the institution can do and cannot do .
It is not nearly so non-controversial but I do believe it is
the course that we as an institution ought to take. It doesn't
guarantee any of us at the senior level popularity on the campus
but I don't believe an across the board cut of 5 to 7% to meet
next year would be greeted with much enthusiasm either and the
immediate response would be exemptions from across the board cuts
for specific areas that would petition me and the Provost. And
the moment an exemption was granted in any area we would be right
back where we started. I believe the Faculty Senate Steering
Committee has worked with us in attempting to identify possibilities. We will take the responsibility as we are charged to
do. But I would not like to see the entire University face the
kind of across the board reduction that we would have to face in
order to achieve our budgetary objectives. The Provost may want
to elaborate . Or he may not want to.
The PROVOST spoke to reinforce the President's comments and gave examples of the
kinds of across the board curtailments which in his opinion severely impact the quality
of instructional and scholarly efforts. He shared his belief that at this time he would
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continue to make programmatic reviews and to maintain moderate levels of support in all
the remaining areas. However, PROVOST BORKOWSKI added that in the event the financial
situation did not improve as we moved into the summer of 1983, that an across the board
reduction might be a possibility. He added that after discussions with various faculty
groups that it was his opinion that the prudent course of action was to move, with the
Board's concurrence, "toward certain program alterations, reconstruction, or phasing out".
He concluded that it was a "matter of trying to shape the departments and the programs
to handle the budget problems and cause the least adverse effect on the mission of the
institution itself".
Senator
Seeks
More
Information
on
Steering
Committee
Fiscal
Recommendations

Chair
Responds
to this
Request
and
Explains
Committee's
Philosophy

PROFESSOR LYNN SMITH-LOVIN, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY, spoke to concur with the
"administration's philosophy of selective cuts rather than lowering of quality across the
board" but went on to express her concern "about the issue of faculty involvement that
was raised at the last Faculty Senate meeting". PROFESSOR SMITH-LOVIN inquired "when we
would hear the committee report that was looking into that process and also if we can have
reports of the faculty committee's recommendations to the Administration". She stated her
awareness "that faculty are being involved in this process but we never know what our
input is . . . ". The CHAIR called upon Professor Felix to respond initially. PROFESSOR
ROBERT FELIX, CHAIRMAN~ULTY ADVISORY COMMITTEE, explained to the Senate that the charge
of his committee had been to evaluate procedures leading to the termination or elimination
of the undergraduate program in the College of Education. PROFESSOR FELIX reported that his
committee would make its report at the May meeting of the Faculty Senate. The CHAIR then
responded to Professor Smith-Lovin's questions as follows:
As to the second part of your question which reflects
the nature of the role of the Faculty Senate Steering Committee,
please be advised that the Steering Committee has no role whatsoever in advising the Administration about programmatic reduction
and the termination of personnel that relates to tenured faculty
members. That function is performed by the what we call "the
Committee of the Nine". Those are nine people appointed by the
Chair, submitted to the Faculty Advisory Committee for ratification
as the personnel regulations which were accepted by this faculty and
by the Board of Trustees and accepted by the Personnel Division
of the Budget and Control Board mandated. So when you are talking
about that particular area of activity, that which particularly
relates to tenured people, I cannot perceive any public response
about the nature of the advice. Furthermore, I am not a member
of that committee. That's entirely confidential.
As your question pertains to the function of the Steering
Committee, as you know, the Steering Committee has carried on
its deliberations over this past year and over the past several
years. If my memory serves me correctly it was last October
that this body approved the temporary addition fnr this year.
as it turned out to be, of Professor Charles Coolidqe, to enhance
continuity. It has been the philosophy of the Steering Committee
throughout its deliberations that because its functions are
advisory and that because its functions really comprehend the
whole University, that it would not periodically report to the
Senate what its, shall we say, thinking was. Let me pursue this
observation just a little bit more. There are some practical
reasons for this. One practical reason is when we make recommendations we don't necessarily recommend applications to a particular
unit. We may quite often say that we recommend the University
consider the feasilibity of it. Would the University consider
the utility of or the desirability of? But our recommendations
up to now have been extremely comprehensive covering very, very
many academic units and non-academic units in the University .
We have felt that, if for example we made public what our
thinking was given the fact that the University has attempted
in all cases to only make cuts when all alternatives had been
thought of, that if we made recommendations, and they weren't
followed it would create an almost impossible morale problem
fo r those units, involving classified as well as unclassified
personnel, and it would identify, you might say, with very serious
effects upon morale, identify particular units that were or areas
of the University that were, shall we say prioritized for budget
cuts . Secondly, it has been the philosophy of the Steering
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Committee from the beginning that there has never been any
question that our function has been advisory only. The
final authority for making fiscal recommendations to the
Board of Trustees was the Administration in our view. We
felt that if recommendations which we have made, and sometimes I am sure the President and the Provost both will
privately agree with me, sometimes with considerable tenacity,
but if in the final event, in the final analysis, these
recommendations are not adopted yet the recommendations are
known and were used widely by those who disagreed with
University policy on fiscal matters, as what, shall I say,
ammunition or cudgel, I and the Steering Committee, I believe,
could perceive the end of this fiscal consultive process.
Maybe that's not true. Maybe that wouldn't happen. But at
least it has been a view which we have held. ~Je did not in
any way try to cloak ourselves in an unnecessary manner of
secrecy. We tried to keep our procedures, what we do, the
procedures that we follow, as open as possible, as an
examination of your Faculty Senate Minutes will show.
A number of us have been approached by members of the media
to try and find out exactly what we have been recommending and
other items of our business for the best of intentions just as
yours are. But it has been our response for the reasons that
I have given that it serves the best interests of fiscal consultive function of representative faculty governance to keep
the actual substance of our recommendations confidential. I
appreciate your question. We've never raised it actually in
that particular fashion and I hope my response which in some
way obviously has to be unsatisfactory at least in another
sense can be understood and appreciated.
More
Questions
on
Steering
Committee
Deliberations

Chair
Responds

PROFESSOR ROBERT FELIX, CHAIRMAN, FACULTY ADVISORY COMMITTEE, corrected himself
to inform the Senate that his committee's report would be due at the April Senate meeting,
not the May meeting. PROFESSOR GLENN ABERNATHY, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES,
raised a question for the Chair namely "did the Steering Committee get specific suggestions
from the Administration as to potential areas of reduction and a request for a response
from the Steering Committee"? The CHAIR answered in the affirmative. PROFESSOR ELIZABETH
PATTERSON, SCHOOL OF LAW, inquired as to whether it would be possible for the Steering
Committee "to report in some general way to the Faculty Senate on what types of things
it has been considering and the directions it has been pursuinn?" The CHAIR inquired as
to whether or not Professor Patterson could "give us any more specificatTOilon that?"
PROFESSOR ELIZABETH PATTERSON responded that it would be difficult for her to do so "being
on the outside" and the CHAIR responded that "it is also very difficult for my colleagues,
you might say being on the inside, to make a report that would identify a particular unit
without what shall I say violating the philosophy of consultation we have been following".
PROFESSOR ELIZABETH PATTERSON then asked whether the Steering Committee had been "making
recommendations regarding particular units"? The CHAIR responded as follows:
I would call your attention to the Minutes. I do believe
that either in November or December in reporting for the Steering
Committee I called the Senate's attention to the fact that we
had been making certain recommendations, that they had been
handed on to the Administration and that remark was either
made by itself or in conjunction with the appointment of the
nine . . . . Anytime I can report in that fashion about our
consultation I certainly will. We have been throughout this
year periodically convened at the instigation of the Provost,
sometimes the President, but mostly the Provost. Most of our
efforts, as I explained in the fall, were directed towards a
game plan which would produce appropriate advice for meeting
the Budget and Control Board's mandated January 15 deadline.
Most of our efforts last fall were directed towards making
recommendations along those lines. Since the beginning of
the second semester we have met, I think, two or three times.
As you heard from the President earlier this afternoon and
as you see from the letter, a copy of which you have been
provided, there are certainly more grounds for consultation
and we are involved in that consultive process right now.

M-12

PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, shared a reflection
on the "impassioned plea of our colleague from Media Arts" and stated his belief that
"there are no villa ins in this piece at least within the University as I see it". He went
on to explain his view that these problems are "externally induced". The CHAIR added an
observation that "every bit of evidence the Steering Committee has requestecrtO my knowledge
from the Administration has been provided to us . . . . I think that is important to know".
PROFESSOR ALICE KASAKOFF, DEPARTMENT OF ANTHROPOLOGY, inquired "whether it would be appropriate or possible for this body to modify this policy of secrecy . . . . of not discussing
some of the specific recommendations or at least whether an open debate could be held on
this issue"? The CHAIR responded that that "certainly would not be out of order" and
stated that it is within the prerogative of this body. The CHAIR then called for other
observations under Good of the Order and Announcements. There were no additional remarks
or questions.
Uncontested
Nominees
Declared
Elected

The CHAIR opened the floor for additional nominations to the elected faculty
corrmittees. There were no additional nominations forthcoming and therefore the CHAIR
declared elected those nominees to committees for which there will be no contested election.
The meeting was adjourned at 4:55 p.m.
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